ries, everyone, even the most wealthy and sophisticated, lived relatively close to nature." Simply, he noted, "physical geography made a difference."3 How the physical environment, and the organisms that were a part of it, were perceived, experienced, and manipulated was crucial to how the South came to define itself.
Take the cattle raising industry that was so important to southern economies in the colonial period and well into the early republic. Historians have examined in almost excruciating detail the herding and branding practices of southern open-range cattle raising, the possible cultural antecedents (sources of "pre-adaptation") of herding practices, the evolution of "fence" and then "stock" laws for regulating the relationship between crops and stock, and (to a lesser extent) the economics of cattle raising. A few accounts of cattle-raising have paid some attention to the ecological relationship between cattle, human settlements, and local environments; but most analyses of cattle raising focus on larger patterns and cultural practices. 5. Acknowledging that local conditions and adaptations were as least as important as "pre-adaptation" and "cultural hearths" to the history of southern cattle raising does not make an explanation that is "self-contradictory." Terry Jordan's North American Cattle-Ranching Frontiers (177) is unnecessarily combative on this point, as it appears in "Whether Wast, Deodand, or Estray?"; his study on the whole in any case attends to both "adaptation" and "pre-adaptation." For those who were actually doing the herding, what they found on the ground for their cattle and by way of their cattle was of more immediate importance than where their herding practices came from, and much more attention needs to be paid to discrete local ecological and cultural factors in the relationship between cattle and humans in the South-this is my point in "Whether Wast," and here. The history of conservation in the South, or of the agricultural improvement movement in the United States in general, is the history of failure. Farmers and planters who sought to retard the flight to fresh westward lands and to inspire a more intricate and intimate relationship between husbandman and land were not successful, and ecological sensibilities were overcome by economic and demographic forces. But just because this kind of conservation failed does not mean that it was not deeply important to the South-a region that remained profoundly agrarian until at least World War II and that has been, after all, as much conditioned and defined by defeat and failure as by success.
Much of the history of these early conservation efforts in the South remains to be written, and it needs to be more fully connected to efforts to improve the productivity of slaves and make the institution of slavery more palatable to critics in both regions. The agricultural improvement movement in the South cannot be separated from the social context in which it took place, nor extracted from the political economy that shaped it. Paternalists all, improving planters sought to improve slave management techniques. While they advocated a more respectful attitude toward the land that gave them their livelihoods, they also argued for the humanity of slaves and a more humane treatment of the human property that also sustained them, modeling their role after that of the firm but understanding father toward his children.
Indeed, the shifting perceptions of slaves by their owners-who regarded them more as working pets than as humans-should also be studied more closely as part of a larger effort to discern the sources of conservation values in the South. Ideas about conserving nature were intricately connected to ideas about improving the management of slaves. They talked about modes of improvement with the same intensive detachment that they talked about labor in the fields, as if they themselves 
